Observations (country) 28 * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Interactions presented in the table are from separate models. We ran separate models, each one containing Model 3a and a single interaction.
Appendix B. Sensitivity checks of interaction effects

Level 1
To check the reliability of the results of our models, we performed several sensitivity checks. First of all, there are relatively few cases of unemployed individuals in each country, since generally European countries have low to moderate unemployment rates and only a small fraction of individuals are unemployed. This is naturally reflected in the number of unemployed people in the country samples. The low number of unemployed individuals, however, could make the model estimates less reliable. We compared the influence of cases that are employed and unemployed on the estimates of our models. More precisely, we compared the distribution of standardized residuals of employed and unemployed cases in Model 3 for men and women separately (see Table 3 ), which contains all variables included in the analyses. If unemployed individuals differ from employed ones in the size of their residuals, this could be a signal that these cases have influence on the results of our models. To further assess the reliability of our models, we further examined the distribution of standardized residuals against predicted values in Model 3. These scatterplots should ideally contain no trends. If unemployed individuals affect the estimate of our models, it should be observable in such figure. As Figure 3 shows, for both men and women, there are several groups of cases that are quite distinct from the rest. Upon further inspection, we found that the only systematic difference between this group of cases and the rest is the high number of reported hours of housework 1 . For women, for example, the group of outliers consists only of individuals, who reported 70 hours of housework or more, and were then capped at 70. Since it is unlikely that individuals spend more than 70 hours of housework per week, it is possible that for these cases, housework hours reported in the survey do not accurately reflect the true number of housework hours (e.g. due to misinterpretation of question, interviewer influence, etc.). To assess whether these cases influence our results, we repeated Models 3-6 with these cases removed (140 cases for men, 236 for women). We found that this had no effect on the general results of our models, except for marginal changes in the effect sizes. 
Level 2
We further tested sensitivity of the results of our models to influential cases on the aggregate level. Models 4-6. To assess this influence, we used DFBETA's of the main effect of being unemployed to identify outliers of level 2 cases, namely, countries, which influence the overall effect of being unemployed. DFBETA's are calculated by simultaneously leaving out each country of the model and assessing the impact it has on the estimated effect. We used the following steps to assess the impact of level 2 outliers. In step 1 we calculated DFBETA's of being unemployed for each country in Model 3 for women and men separately. In step 2 we excluded the country with the highest DFBETA on the effect of being unemployed from the model 2 . In step 3 we included an interaction effect, which was found to be significant in the full model and examined whether it made any difference compared to the full model. If not, we returned to step 1 and continued to exclude countries until there were no DFBETA's above the critical threshold 3 . This way we eliminated all countries that had a disproportionately high influence on the effect of being unemployed.
We performed these steps separately for the two significant interaction effects in Table 4 -interaction between unemployment rate and being unemployed for women (Model 4) and interaction between time and being unemployed for men (Model 6). The results of these sensitivity checks are provided in Tables 5 and 6 . Table 5 shows that even after excluding 9 countries, the interaction effect is still significant. Although the size of the effect changes throughout the stepwise exclusion of country cases, the interaction effect remains significant. Table 6 shows that there are only a few country outliers and they have no impact for the interaction effect. We can conclude that the cross-level interaction effects in Model 4 and Model 6 are robust to country-level outliers. 
a -Model 3 (for Women) which is identical to Model 3 in Table 4 .
b -Highest value that exceed 2/sqrt(nlevel2) c -The interaction is added to the corresponding model after excluding countries in each case and contains the same predictors as Model 4 in Table 5 . Countries are dropped one-by-one intentionally at each step to assess their impact on the results. 
12775 (27) 12103 (26) a -Model 3 (for Men) which is identical to Model 3 in Table 4 .
b -Highest value that exceed 2/sqrt(nlevel2) c -The interaction is added to the corresponding model after excluding countries in each case and contains the same predictors as Model 6 in Table 5 . Countries are dropped one-by-one intentionally at each step to assess their impact on the results. 
